COMMISSIONERS PROCEEDINGS
JANUARY 3, 2006
CLARK COUNTY, WASHINGTON

The Board convened in the Commissioners Hearing Room, 6th Foor, Public Service Center, 1300
Franklin Street, Vancouver, Washington. Commissioners Stuart, Morris, and Boldt, Chair, present.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Commissioners conducted the Hag Sdute.

ELECTION OF CHAIR OF BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

Commissioner Stuart nominated Commissioner Boldt to serve as the Chair for the Board of
Commissioners for 2006. Motion seconded by Commissoner Morris. Commissioners Morris,
Boldt, and Stuart voted aye. Mation carried. (See Tape 250a)

Morris nominated Commissioner Stuart to serve as Vice-Chair for the Board of Commissioners
for 2006. Motion seconded by Commissioner Boldt. Commissioners Boldt, Morris, and Stuart
voted aye. Motion carried. (See Tape 250a)

BID AWARD 2428

Reconvened apublic hearing for Bid Award 2428 — Jail Paint Project. Mike Westerman,
Director of Generd Services, read amemo recommending that Bid 2428 be awarded to the
lowest bidder.

There being no public comment, MOVED by Stuart to award Bid 2428 to Siegner &
Company of Portland, Oregon, in the totd bid amount of $27,235.18, incdluding Washington
State sdlestax and grant authority to the County Administrator to sign dl bid-related contracts.
Commissioners Boldt, Stuart, and Morris voted aye. Motion carried. (See Tape 250a)

BID AWARD 2429

Reconvened apublic hearing for Bid Award 2429 — Jail Mechanicd Grille Replacement
Project. Mike Westerman, Director of Genera Services, read a memo recommending that Bid
2429 be awarded to the lowest bidder.

Suart asked Mr. Westerman to explain why there was such a bid difference in the dollar
amounts of the two received bids.

Westerman said his sense was that because the second bidder didn’t do awalk-through, they
weren't very familiar with the area and precisely what they would have to do.

There being no public comment, MOVED by Stuart to award Bid 2429 to Sireimer Sheet

Metal Works, Inc., of Portland, Oregon, in the tota bid amount of $62,379.27, induding

Washington State sdles tax and grant authority to the County Adminigtrator to sign dl bid-
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related contracts. Commissioners Boldt, Stuart, and Morris voted aye. Motion carried. (See
Tape 2504)

PUBLIC COMMENT

George Vartanian, 2217 NE 179" Street, Ridgefidd, referenced a letter he had submitted to
the previous Board in June 2004 in regards to consideration being given to removing the Board
of Commissones activities from the quas-judicid functionsinvolved in land use hearings and
appedls. Mr. Vartanian said there were some basi ¢ philosophical issues involved, one being the
separation of the legidative body activities from judicia activities. Second, he said it was difficult
to be objective when hearing an gpped for something the board might have enacted legidatively
or arein favor of. He said the elected legidatively body should be more involved earlier on than
in an appeal s process.

Morris said Mr. Vartanian has raised the issue of code—the code that defineswhat a Type |
and Typelll is. She sad that is clearly alegidative issue and suggested he might want to make
suggestions of how the code language can be amended for future gpplication.

Vartanian said he would be happy to do so.

CONSENT AGENDA

Suart had a question regarding item 2 (Request for approval to delete Program Manager |1
and add Planner 111 and .5 Office Assigtant I1).

Marty Shell, Department of Community Devel opment-Long Range Planning, responded that
after much discussion and several mesetings, it was determined that they need a senior-type of
position for trangportation planning and in looking & the budget authority, they had the ability to
hire atransportation planner, as well as a part-time office assstant. He added that a tremendous
amount of work is currently going to the current OA 111 and providing part-time relief would be
very vauable to the divison.

Stuart said he assumed the transportation planner position would tiein pretty intricately with the
Department Public Works.

Shell confirmed that was correct.

Boldt referenced item 1 (Interlocal Agreement with the Regiond Transportation Council [RTC]
for trangportation moddling services) and wanted to know if it was related at dl to item 2.

Shell sad it was somewhat related in that its transportation related. He further explained.
Morris verified that they are contracting with RTC to provide a service in the same way they
might contract with a private sector company—for example, acompany that does the
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Environmenta Impact Statement—but they have a unique asset in their modeling. She further
explained.

Suart had a question regarding item 4 (service contract with United Stated Department of
Agriculture to remove and/or rel ocate nuisance coyotesin Clark County). He asked if they had
figured out what they would do with the coyotes.

Linda Moorhead, Department of Community Development-Anima Control, stated that they
have a service agreement. She explained that they will make the referrds to USDA and they will
determine firgt by contacting the parties before they decide whether they will eradicate the
coyotes or just give them information on how to dedl with them before the assessment is done.
USDA would then contact County’ s Anima Control Department for gpprova before they

respond.

Bill Barron, County Administrative, added that one of the thingsthey are very sensitivetois
making any kind of action with the animd the last resort. Mr. Barron stated that staff has done a
great job researching thisissue and he thought they had developed a public policy that takes all
of the necessary nuances into account.

There being no public comment, MOVED by Stuart to approve items 1 through 19.
Commissioners Boldt, Stuart, and Morris voted aye. Motion carried. (See Tape 250a)

COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS

Morris commented that on Thursday, December 29, she was privileged to swear in the new
Mayor of Washougd and the newly and re-elected members of their City Council.

Boldt expressed appreciation to Commissioner Morris for her service as WSAC president, as
well asthe Chair of the Board, and showing him and Commissioner Stuart what to do.

Suart echoed Commissoner Boldt's comments.

Adjourned

1:30 P.M.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Commissioners conducted the FHag Sdute.
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PUBLIC MEETING: SUNSET ESTATES SUBDIVISION — PL D2005-00053; SEP2005-00089;
EVR2005-00081

Held a public meeting to consider an gpped of the Clark County Land Use Hearing Examiner’s
decision regarding a Type |11 gpplication for preliminary plat approva of an 8-1ot resdentia
subdivision on 2.23 acres zoned R1-10.

The Board of Commissioners did not receive public comment, ora or written, at this public
mesting.

The Board certified reading the record.

Suart addressed staff and said that a determination had been made by staff that the road
exaction was not proportional to the impacts of the Ste. He said he didn’t see any red andysis
of why they had said that.

Morris said she had the same exact observation, but they cannot ask that question because it's
ether in the record or it's not. She referenced Exhibit 29, which says something is attached;
however, it's not attached so it’s not in their record.

Richard Daviau, Department of Community Development, asked if it was part of the road
modification request.

Suart sad it was, but hewasn't sureif it was a question that was asked by the Hearing
Examiner. He wanted to know if that was something that was addressed before the Hearing
Examine—dtaff’ s reason.

Daviau said the gpplicant had submitted a late road modification and that was during the open
record period after the public hearing and staff had made comments that if they’re not an
exhibit, they were reflected in the Hearing Examiner’ s decision.

Morris gated that the Hearing Examiner makes afinding and hisfinding is that saff andyzed the
materia and found it to be trustworthy; however, thereis no andyss in the notebook. There's
no materia or factua evidence or an exhibit to subgtantiate his findings. She said the refined
question would be “was there evidence presented at the Hearings Examiner either by st&ff in
terms of their andyss, or by the gppellant on cost?”’

Daviau referenced Exhibit 22 and said he thought it was the first road modification.

Suart sad if the Hearings Examiner is relying on an analysis by gaff that it is not proportionate
and thereisno andlyss of it being proportionate, he didn’t know how the Hearings Examiner
got there. If there are no facts that they based their determination on of their interpretation of
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what is proportionate, then he' s having a hard time getting to the same point the Hearings
Examiner got to.

Daviau said it gppearsit isin the origina record in Exhibits 27 and perhaps more in Exhibit 28.

Morris said thereis no work in any of those exhibits that show gtaff’s andyss. She further
explained.

Suart said on the bottom of page two, Exhibit 28, it just says “ staff congders the gpplicant’s
cost estimate for the improvements to be reasonable and concurs that the cost is disproportiond
to the impacts crested.” It doesn't give an andys's of why and staff’ s determination of why is
what the Hearings Examiner is basing a decison on. Stuart said that’ s the missing link here.

Daviau said the only other place there might be discussion of the topography and other issues
surrounding the road modification is the staff report itsdlf.

Suart said when he read the staff report it talked about how it could be done; that the
topography was within the limits required to build aroad so that it could be done. So it basically
explained how you could do this road and why it was necessary given the development and
scheme of the area. Stuart said the missing piece was the proportiondity question of when does
it stop being proportionate to the impacts associated with the development and where' s the
andyss of tha? He said he couldn’t find it. If it can be done and if ther€ s no adequate andysis
of why it's digproportionate, then he didn’t see any reason to exempt it.

Morris agreed with Commissioner Stuart. She said disproportiondity wasn't anew issue for
them and one they’ ve struggled with as long as she can remember. She said this did appear to
be a difficult one to do; however, there were some opportunities for cost sharing. She said she
thought this was gppropriate for a devel oper agreement because there is undevel oped,
contiguous property to the north. Morris stated that staff’ s first observation about poor
circulation in the area was | egitimate and that it was important to do as much east/west
circulation as possible. She said that perhaps it was a case in which staff didn't show their work
somewhere aong the line. She said she would have to overturn the Hearings Examiner.

Boldt said inlooking & 4 or 5 different reports, including the Hearings Examiner’s, there were 7
or 8 different kinds of grades and dopes. He visted the Ste, and on thewest Sde theré'sa
greenway project so there's no way the road could go through the west. Heading eadt, it can go
for ablock; going north, there's Sdlmon Creek itself. So as far as cross-circulation, he couldn’t
see that there could be enough traffic circulating from this. Also, in looking at the property, he
didn’t see how aroad could be built up the diff unless they put in thousands of yards of fill to
build the road up. Boldt said he persondly thought it was much better suited for a park versus a
development. Lastly, as acommissioner he didn’t see how they could alow their road
department to build that road because it’s dangerous on the east and west sides. As areault, he
would concur with the Hearings Examiner.
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Morris noted that it's undevel oped to the east S0 the road would stub to the east, but would
eventualy go through. She said one of the troubling things about the areais that there' s only one
main way in off of 36" Avenue through aresidential area. She said the road may need to be
built a different way, & a different location, etc. She noted that she doesn't build roads so she
doesn't know.

Suart sad that within the record there isinformation from saff stating that it could be built and
it had the grades such that it could be built within county standards and the Hearings Examiner
didn’t disagree with that. Even the applicant had said that’ s one of the things that is not feasible
and they had appedled that piece, but he said he didn’t recdl the Hearings Examiner agreaing
with the gpplicant on that. He said that he aso doesn’t build roads so he doesn’t know about
that or whether it's a place for a developer agreement or place for cost-sharing or what it would
be right for—he didn’t have the evidence to overturn on the feasibility aspect of it.

There being no further comment, MOVED by Stuart to reverse the Hearings Examiner’s
decison on Condition A-3 in the matter of PLD2005-00053 — Sunset Estates Subdivision.
Commissioner Morris seconded the motion and added that they require the applicant to build
the connection. Commissioners Stuart and Morris voted aye. Commissioner Boldt voted nay.
Motion carried. (See Tape 250a)

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

Marc Boldt/s/
Marc Boldt, Char

Steve Stuart, Commissoner

Betty Sue Morrisly
Betty Sue Morris, Commissioner
ATTEST:

Louise Richardgs
Clerk of the Board
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